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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4 - 9 and 12 - 18 are pending in the present application. Claim 1 has 
been amended. Claims 2-3 and 10 - 11 have been cancelled without prejudice. 

Claims 1, 4 - 7 are patentable Over Adams alone or in Combination with Kanno 

Claims 1, 4 and 5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
US Patent Publication No. US 2004/0222304 (Adams). Claims 2, 3 and 6 were rejected 
under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over Adams in view of US Patent No. 
5,535,671 (Kanno). Claim 7 was rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Adams. 

The Examiner asserts that Adams disclosed all the limitations of Claims 1, 4 and 
5. Specifically, the Examiner asserts that Adams teaches an apparatus for on-demand 
stenciling including the limitation of Independent Claim 1, from which Claims 4-7 
depend, that the stencil web is transported under the etching head mechanism by the 
media support system. 

Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitations of Claims 3 and 4. The 
Examiner acknowledges that Adams does not teach or suggest an apparatus for on- 
demand stenciling with all the limitations of amended Claim 1, including for example an 
unwind hub, the specific structure of the printer, or the limitations of the conveyor. 
Further, Adams does not teach or suggest transporting the stencil web on-line from the 
printer to the etching station nor does it teach any mechanisms for doing so. See, e.g. 
Figure 5, which does not show the path from printer to the electrode. The Examiner 
asserts that Kanno makes up the deficiencies in Adams. Adams alone or in combination 
with Kanno does not teach or suggest transporting the stencil web on-line from the 
printer to the etching station. Kanno relates to a stencil-duplicating machine that applies 
uniform tension to the stencil. There is no teaching or suggestion in Adams and/or 
Kanno of transporting the stencil web on the media support system from the printing 
mechanism to the etching head mechanism. In Kanno, the printing drum rotates along 
with the stencil material and the stencil feed and take-up unit from the stencil-making 
element 6 to the printing element. The stencil-making element is a thermal head that 
perforates a pattern on the stencil before the drum rotates the stencil the printing 
position. See, e.g. Kanno at Col. 4, lines 30 - 50. 

The Examiner further asserts that even though not explicitly disclosed it would be 
obvious to use a preprinted stencil with the Apparatus in Adams. Claim 7 depends from 
Claim 1 and thus contains all the limitations of Claim 1. As discussed above, Adams 
alone or in combination with Kanno does not teach or suggest transporting the stencil 
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web on-line from the printer to the etching station nor does it teach any mechanisms for 
doing so. Accordingly, Claim 1 and 4-7 are patentable. 

Claim 8 is Patentable Over Adams Alone or in Combination with Galchefski 

Claim 8 was rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over A dams in 
view of US Patent No. 5,399,216 {Galchefski). Claim 8 depends from Claim 1 and thus 
has all the limitations of Claim 1. The Examiner acknowledges that Adams does not 
teach or suggest all the limitations of Claim 8 including a wiper. The Examiner asserts 
that Galchefski makes up the deficiencies in Adams and that is would be obvious the use 
the wiper of Galchefski to clean the stencil and provide etching solution to the media. As 
discussed above, Adams does not teach or suggest an apparatus for on-demand 
stenciling with all the limitations of amended Claim 1 from which Claim 8 depends, 
including for example an unwind hub, the specific structure of the printer, the limitations 
of the conveyor, transporting the stencil web on-line from the printer to the etching 
station or any mechanisms for transporting the stencil web on-line. Galchefski does not 
make up these deficiencies in Adams. Thus, Claim 8 is patentable. 

Claims 9, 12, 14, 15 and 18 are Patentable over Adams, Kanno and/or Carriere, 
Alone or in Combination 

Claims 9, 12, 14, 15 and 18 were rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Adams in view of Kanno in further view of US Patent No. 6,604,874 

(Carriere). Claims 9, 12, 14, and 15 depend directly or indirectly from Independent 

Claim 1. Independent 18 includes all the limitations as Independent Claim 1 and several 

additional limitations. Thus, Claims 9 - 12, 14, 15 and 18 all contain the limitation that 

the stencil web is transported under the etching head mechanism by the media support 

system. Adams and/or Kanno alone or in combination with Carriere do not teach or 

suggest transporting the stencil web on-line from the printer to the etching station nor 

does it teach any mechanisms for doing so. The Examiner acknowledges that Adams 

and Kanno fail to teach a handheld apparatus or a cartridge. The Examiner asserts that 

Carriere makes up the deficiencies in Adams and Kanno by teaching a handheld printer 

or label maker with a cartridge for supporting the label media. Carriere is a handheld 

printer. There is no stencil at all in Carriere, nor is there a chemical etching process. 

Thus, there is no teaching or suggestion in Carriere to transport a stencil from the 

printer to an etching head. Nor is the stencil sandwiched between the etching head and 

the object. Thus, Carriere does not make up the deficiencies of Adams and/or Kanno 

and Claims 9, 12, 14, 15 and 18 are patentable. 
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Claim 16 is Patentable Over Adams, Carriere and/or Oh Alone or in Combination 

Claim 16 was rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over Adams 
in view of Carriere in further view of US Patent No. 6,615,720 (Oh). Independent Claim 
16 Is a handheld apparatus for chemical etch and includes among other limitations the 
limitation that the etching head is spherical and comprises a plurality of stencils. The 
Examiner acknowledges that neither Adams nor Carriere teach a spherical printhead. 
The Examiner asserts that Oh makes up the deficiencies in Adams and Carriere by 
teaching a brayer ball comprising a spherical body formed with a pattern of stencils. Oh 
teaches a hand operated ink-stamping device with a raised pattern. Neither Adams nor 
Carriere alone or in combination with Oh teach or suggest an apparatus for on-demand 
chemical etching with all the limitations of Claim 16, including but not limited an etching 
head. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicant asserts that all of the objections have been obviated and, therefore now 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the objections, and allowance of the application. 
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